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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including tine fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
5/15/2009 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 5/1 5/2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Claims 1 and 4, Applicant argues that Burns does not teach or suggest deriving 
two video data streams from a source data stream, where each of the two video data 
streams has a different access latency and video spatial resolution. Furthermore, 
neither of the two additionally cited references teaches modifying the separation, as 
taught by Burns, to include derivation of two video data streams from a source data 
stream, where each of the two video data streams has a different access latency and 
video spatial resolution. One of the two components of Burns is used to modify or 
augment the other [at least, ABSTRACT, lines 12-15]. The two components are not 
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representations of the same information at different spatial resolution and l-frame 
spacing. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Burns teaches deriving two video data 
streams from the source as shown in the Office Action below. Hakenberg is relied 
upon for teaching streams with different l-frame spacings. Although, Hakenberg 
teaches stream with no spacing in between l-frames, this is still interpreted as a spatial 
resolution. The amendment changing the resolution to "spatial resolution" is not 
sufficient to further limit the scope around Hakenberg's ability to transmit a space-less 
stream of only l-frames. 

Applicant further that the differing resolutions of the two streams of the currently 
claimed embodiments of the Applicant's present invention relate to spatial resolution. 

In response to Applicant's argument, Burns is relied upon for teaching two 
streams with differing resolutions. Hakenberg is relied upon for teaching differing 
spacings in streams. Without the extra frames in a stream (i.e. all l-frames), the 
resolution is inherently lower than that of a stream with many intermediate frames 
creating a bigger space between I frames. 

Claims 3 and 5, Applicant argues that Lin teaches reserving channel path based 
on channel allocation priority data, and transmitting higher priority data and blocking 
lower priority data [at least, paragraphs [0049], [0050]]. Lin teaches sending channel 
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allocation priority data in a payload addressed to a master switch [paragraph [0049]]. 
This action is not monitoring. It is address-directed receipt of priority data. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Per the remarks of the previous action 
dated 2/19/2009, the data may be interpreted as time-sensitive marker frames. The 
data system determines the priority and adjusts or delays this transmission accordingly 
(paragraphs [0049]-[0050]). This action is interpreted as monitoring. Determining the 
priority based on the marker frames is essentially the same action as monitoring 
priority data and performing an action based on it. 

Applicant argues that Lin does not teach ending monitoring when an l-frame in a 
higher access latency video data stream is received. 

In response to Applicant's argument, according to the flow chart of fig. 12, after 
the signal corresponding to a higher delay (latency) is delayed, the process ends 
(1280). This can only be interpreted as an end to the current process. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1, 2, and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Burns et al. (US 5995518) in view of Hakenberg et al. (US 2004/025184), and 
further in view of Krishnamurthy et al. (US 6665872). 

Claim 1, Burns teaches a method associated with minimizing random-access 
latency to a compressed source video data stream which is characterized with one 
access latency and one spatial resolution, said method comprising: 

• engaging such a source video data stream (column 4, line 60-column 5, line 5, column 5, lines 39- 

41), and 

• deriving from that engaged data stream, two downstream-deliverable video data streams that are 
characterized by differing, respective access latencies and spatial resolutions (bandwidths), one of 
which downstream-deliverable video data streams is characterized, relatively speaking, by a low 
access latency and a low spatial resolution (low bandwidth), and the other of which is characterized, 
in comparison, by a higher access latency and a higher spatial resolution (high bandwidth). Higher 
bandwidth channels are used for higher resolution objects (column 2, lines 9-21 , column 5, lines 44- 
61). 

Burns is silent regarding a method comprising: 

• wherein, relatively speaking, said low access latency is associated with more closely spaced l-frames 
in said one downstream-deliverable video data stream in comparison to more widely separated I- 
frames in said other downstream-deliverable video data stream; and 

• transmitting said two, downstream-deliverable video data streams using a first communication 
channel, wherein said transmitting comprises multiplexing said two, downstream-deliverable video 
data streams. 

Hakenberg et al. teaches a method comprising: 
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• wherein, relatively speaking, said low access latency (low channel delay) is associated with more 
closely spaced l-frames (only I frames, i.e. no space) in said one downstream-deliverable video data 
stream in comparison to more widely separated l-frames (when p and b-frames are also received) in 
said other downstream-deliverable video data stream (paragraphs [001 1]-[0012]); and 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided transmission of only l-frames as taught 
by Hakenberg to the system of Burns to keep the latency to a reasonable (low) range 
(paragraph [0011]). 

Krishnamurthy teaches a method comprising: 

• transmitting said two, downstream-deliverable video data streams using a first communication 
channel, wherein said transmitting comprises multiplexing said two, downstream-deliverable video 
data streams (col. 4, lines 20-24). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided a single shared communication channel 
with traffic control as taught by Krishnamurthy to the system of Burns, Hakenberg to 
control transmission of the shared communication channel when multiple compressed 
video stream are generated by a plurality of video applications. This enables bandwidth 
and latency utilization and optimization (col. 2, line 66-col. 3, line 45). 

Claim 2, Burns teaches the method wherein the two downstream-deliverable 
data streams are time-synchronized (column 4, lines 39-41). 

Claim 4 is analyzed as an apparatus of claim 1 . 
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5. Claims 3 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Burns et al. (US 5995518) in view of Hakenberg et al. (US 2004/0025184), and further 
in view of Lin et al. (US 2002/0095681 ). 

Claim 3, note the discussion of claim 1 above. 

Burns teaches a two-video-data-stream characterized prior-derived video data 
(column 2, lines 5-21). 

Burns is silent regarding where such access latencies are differentiated by 
different time spacings that exist between designated video marker frames placed in 
the data streams, with larger spacings between such marker frames relating to larger 
access latencies, and with smaller such spacings between l-frames relating to smaller 
access latencies, said method comprising: 

• seeking access to the received, two-video-data-stream characterized video data, 

• in relation to said seeking, monitoring the two, associated video data streams to detect the first 
occurrence in either stream of a an l-frame, 

• on detecting such an occurrence, selecting the associated data stream to be the source for a 
viewable output stream, and 

• (a) if the first detected occurrence involves a l-frame in the mentioned other video data stream, 
ending the monitoring and selecting process, but 

• (b) if the first detected occurrence involves an l-frame in the mentioned one video data stream, 
continuing to monitor the other video data stream to detect therein the first next occurrence of an i- 
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frame, and on that detection taking place, switcliing to and selecting that other video data stream to 
be the source for a viewable output stream, and then ending the monitoring and selecting process. 

Hackenberg teaches a method wherein designated l-frames exist relating to 
spacings (i.e. only l-frames or I, P, and B frames) relating to access latencies (only I- 
frames lowers latency and visa versa) (paragraph [0011]). 

Hackenberg also teaches I frames designated with high priority associated with 
them (paragraph [0043]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided transmission of only l-frames as taught 
by Hackenberg to the system of Burns to keep the latency to a reasonable (low) range 
(paragraph [0011]). 

Lin teaches a method wherein 

• seeking access to the received video data (multiple formats of data) (paragraph [0049]); 

• in relation to said seeking, monitoring the two, associated video data streams to detect the first 
occurrence in either stream of a marker frame (priority data) (paragraph [0049]), 

• on detecting such an occurrence, selecting the associated data stream (stream with highest priority) 
to be the source for a viewable output stream (viewable by access device) (paragraph [0049]); and 

• if the first detected occurrence involves a marker frame (priority data denoting time-sensitive data) in 
the mentioned other video data stream, ending the monitoring and selecting process. If the first 
stream received is of the highest priority it will automatically pass it on to the reserved path (fig. 12; 
paragraph [0049]), but 

• if the first detected occurrence involves a marker frame in the mentioned one video data stream, 
continuing to monitor the other video data stream (for higher priority data) to detect therein the first 
next occurrence of a marker frame (high priority data), and on that detection taking place, switching to 
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and selecting that other video data stream to be the source for a viewable output stream (reserving a 
channel for the data with the highest priority), and then ending the monitoring and selecting process 
(paragraphs [0049]-[0050]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided a transmission priority scheme for use 
with the marker frames of Lin to the l-frames of Hackenberg with the low-latency 
system communication system of Burns, because it allows certain types of video data 
(time sensitive, real-time) to be transmitted with suffering considerable delays 
(paragraph [0005]). 

Claim 5 is analyzed as an apparatus of claim 3. 

Inquiries 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MUSHFIKH ALAM whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1710. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri: 8:30-18:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hirl Joseph can be reached on (571 ) 272-7304. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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